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held, that the guardian of an adult may avoid any conveyance of property 
executed by his ward while a minor, which might be avoided by the ward 
himself if capable of exercising the right, and if money paid to the minor 
as consideration for his conveyance of real estate has been wasted or spent 
by him during his minority, payment of the amount is not necessary to 
enable his guardian to avoid the conveyance. Chandler v. Simmons, 97 
Mass. 508. 

Indians — Actions — Jurisdiction of State. — Deragon v. Sero, 118 N. 
W. 839 (Wis.). — Held, the laws of the state for the peace and good order 
of people within its boundaries extend over Indian reservations, and 
apply to infractions of such laws, whether by Indians or others. 

The general rule is that the federal courts have jurisdiction over all 
Indians, for, regarding them as wards of the nation, the United States has 
full power to pass such laws as may be necessary to their full protection 
and may punish all offences committed against them or by them within the 
reservation. U. S. v. Thomas, 151 U. S. 577. And it is held that the state 
courts have no jurisdiction in such cases. State v. Kagarua, 23 Cent. L. 
J. 420; In re Cross, 20 Neb. 417; State v. McKenney, 18 Nev. 182. But 
when an Indian has severed his tribal relations he may be prosecuted in 
the courts of the state whether the crime is committed within or without 
the reservation. State v. Williams, 13 Wash. 335. And if the crime is not 
by an Indian against an Indian whether on or off the reservation, the state 
courts have jurisdiction. Morion v. State, 16 Neb. 349. 

Master and Servant — Injuries to Third Persons — Misconduct of 
Servant. — Hogle v. H. H. Franklin Mfg. Co., 112 N. Y. Supp. 881. — 
Held, that the general rule that a master is not liable for a malicious act 
of his servant, not done within the scope of his employment, does not 
relieve the master from his own neglect to use reasonable means to prevent 
a dangerous practise carried on by workman under his control and on his 
premises. McLennan, P. J., dissenting. 

The master is usually not liable for the wilful and malicious acts of 
his servant done outside of the course and scope of the employment. 
Collins v. Alabama Great Southern Ry. Co., 104 Ala. 390. The liability of 
the master is determined by the doctrine of respondeat superior, which is 
founded on the power of control and direction which the superior has 
a right to exercise and which for the safety of other persons he is bound 
to exercise over the acts of his subordinates. 1 Blackstone Comm., 431. A 
man can only use his property in such a manner as constitutes a reasonable 
exercise of dominion, having regard to all interests affected and having 
also in view public policy. Booth v. Rome, etc., Ry. Co., 140 N. Y. 267. 
But the mere fact that a wrongful act occurred upon his property will not 
make the doctrine of respondeat superior apply. Herbstritt v. Lacka. 
Lumber Co., 212 Pa. St. 495. Where, however, the master has notice of a 
dangerous practise being carried on by his employees and he does not take 
reasonable care to prevent it, he will be liable, regardless of whether it 
was malicious or in the scope of employment. Snow v. Fitchburg Railroad, 
136 Mass. 552. Under such circumstances the master's permission is 
implied. Brannock v. Elmore, 114 Mo. 35. 



